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All numbers refers to the pdf version posted by Marty on 11/12/2002. The comments here supercede the comments I had given on the corresponding section of the  pdf  spec that Marty sent on 10/20/2002.

74:  Typo inresponsTo

88:   Typo:  RespondingParty

90,91:    Add one line of explanation here also.

Currently, the messages do not contain references to the NDDs of  the two CPPs. I think that the messages should include these and also references to the  two CPPs that were used composing the draft CPA. They could all be included  under BusinessDocuments element (possibly as optional elements).

In the InitiatingParty and RespondingParty elements, the CPPId elemenet refers to the location of CPP, right? Please clarify.

147: BusinessDocument elements: Are you saying that in the case of a CPA template, there is no need for an NDD? Could it be the case that even in the CPA template, some parts are negotiable? Or are we not considering that possibility for version 1?

152, 155 Fix these lines (maybe change . to a comma)

174: Should Accepted Items be the items that have been accepted  by both parties in the

        process of exchanges  prior to this message?

177: Don’t we need an entry for the accepted value corresponding to the xpath?

178: What is the meaning of “Deleted Items”? Items deleted from consideration of negotiation by the party sending the message? Here also, it seems as if we need to include the value, in addition to xpath. For instance, if an attribute x can have values a, b, and c,. we need to give the xpath to the attribute and then state that b is deleted. Does “deleted” mean deleted from consideration of negotiation for this round and all future rounds. If so, that should be stated in explanatory text.

180: Inn updated items, there might not be a single original value of the item.. For instance, consider we are negotiating a start time. Then the original value might be a range of dates and updated values might be a smaller range of dates.

184: What is the use case for inserted items? Clearly, the xpath must point to an item already present in the document. So are we saying that  we can have a new value?

It seems the facility to state that a particular value must be present would be useful. For instance, a party might want to state at some point in the negitiation that a particular value of an attribute is now non-negotiable (may be the choice has now narrowed, because of earlier choices). It would be good to add a flag (under, say, Updated items) to  ensure that this information can be carried along.

189-191:  I think this restriction should go. Consider the case where a root element has a

negotiable attribute and three children. We might first negotiate the negotiable attribute and the root element and move it to accepted items. We might later negotiate the value of the sub elements.

197-198: Repetition of the last two sentences. Using CPA Id as a negotiation dialog Id does not seem like a good idea. Consider the case that we use CPA Id as negotiation dialog Id and in which the negotiation fails. After human intervention, the negotiation starts again. We might wish to distinguish this new negotiation dialog Id from the previous negoitationi dialog Id, but cannot do it if we use the CPA Id.

200 Rewrite as:  Unique Business Message Id is a unique id …

203: Rewrite

224: This section talks about only one scenario, but line 223 says two scenarios.

231: Is the “shall” appropriate? What if the party does not have the ability to sign?

